supplied static-load material parameters to define the material law as detailed in Table   273 4. simulations was conducted using a dedicated dual quad core Intel i7-2600 3.4GHz 296 system with 16GB RAM. Solution intervals were selected as 100µs for models with 297 0.5s durations which produced mean solver times ranging from 21-28 minutes. Table 6 shows mean values of 13.8kPa peak overpressure and by zero values in Table 7 .
Rapidly de-mountable and modular glazing sub-frames were fixed to a 226 bespoke, armoured twin test cubicle structure as shown in Figure 8 . These mountings 227 were uniformly torqued to 40Nm at test cubicle interfaces to form a rigid continuum.
228
The test cubicle structure itself was positioned within the 10.2m diameter ABT test Table 5 . The relatively low Young's modulus in Table 5 292 demonstrates high ductility and as such this material was designed as an ELS tension 293 model. These neglect shear strength due to predominant tensile forces, thus 294 preventing cohesive failure via material continuum separation. Each of the AEM 295 simulations was conducted using a dedicated dual quad core Intel i7-2600 3.4GHz 296 system with 16GB RAM. Solution intervals were selected as 100µs for models with 297 0.5s durations which produced mean solver times ranging from 21-28 minutes. Table 6 shows mean values of 13.8kPa peak overpressure and Table 7 .
345
Peak deflection measurements for 8mm glazing with 0.89m 2 frontal area 346 showed greater variability with a range of 11-18mm. The rigidly supported 1:1.7 347 arrangement was found to produce a 50% confidence interval of +/-1.5mm, equivalent 348 to +/-9.3% of peak deflection. Confidence intervals were produced using a statistical Table 7 . of 4.7-5.6% of mean peak deflection as shown in Table 7 .
370
As expected, Table 7 shows larger deflection values for 4mm glazing with 371 0.89m 2 area versus equivalent arrangements with 0.25m 2 area. Table 7 Table   397 8.
398
It is evident from Table 8 Figure 15 . This is also evident in Table 8 
